
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

INVESTIGATION OF INTERLATA 1 
CARRIER BILLED MINUTES OF USE ) ADHINIST’RATIVE 
AS A ULAS ALLOCATOR ) CASE NO. 311 

O R D E R  

INTRODUCTION 

On September 29# 1988# the Commission entered its decision in 

this investigation. On November 9 #  1988# the Commission granted 

rehearing on the following issuesr 

1. The inclusion of private line’ services in the ULAS2 

allocation plan and the related adoption of a surrogate masure of 

private line usage. 

2.  The participation of WATS3 resellers in the ULAS 

allocation plan. 

3. ULAS billing frequency. 

America11 Systems of Louisville (mAmeriCallw); ATLT 

Communications of the South Central States, Inc. (*ATCT”); the 

Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Kentucky, by and through 

Private line services are services that connect customer 
designated premises through dedicated serving arrangements. 
These services do not involve local exchange carrier end 

line servicesw refers to interexchange carrier service 
offerings that use dedicated serving arrangements at both the 
originating and terminating access points. 

Universal Local Access Service. 

Wide Area Telecommunications Service. 

office switching. A8 U8td in this Order# the term “private 



his Utility and Rate Intervention Division ("Attorney General@')r 

MCI Telrcommunications Corporation ("MCIe)~ South Central Bell 

Telephone Company (Vouth Central Be1l1~)1 TelCOr, Inc. d/b/a TMC 

of Louirville and LDDS of Indiana, Inc. d/b/a LDDS Communicationsr 

formerly TrlaM.rketing Communications of Evansville, Inc. 

(collectively "LDDS") I and US sprint Communications Company, 

Limited Partnership ("US Sprint") were active participants in thie 

investigation on rehearing. 

Pre~?ilrd tostimony was filed as follows: 

1. On behalf of ATCT, the testimony of L.G. Bather, staff 

manager, marketing plans implementation, filed on January 9, 1989. 

2. On behalf of South Central Bell, the testimony of 

Margaret K. Thompson, operations manager, rates and economics 

department, filed on January 9, 1989. Subsequently, Me. 

Thompson'e testimony was adopted by Stephan D. Rausch, staff 

manager, public affairs department. 

3. On behalf of US Sprint, the testimony of Tony H. Key, 

manager, regulatory affairs, filed on January 9, 1989. 

4. On behalf of HCI, the testimony of Loren D. Burnett, 

senior manager, telco cost management, filed on January 10, 1989. 

Subsequently, Mr. Burnett's testimony was adopted by Maureen 

Hedlund, manager, telco cost management. 

5. On behalf of AmeriCall, the testimony of Jeffrey M. 

Zahner, president of Americall, filed on January 31, 1989. 

6. On behalf of LDDS, the testimony of Terrence H. Peck, 

consultant to LDDS, filed on February 7 1  1989. 

The Attorney General did not profile any testimony. 
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On March 23, 1989, the Commission deferred the issue of the 

participation of WATS resellers in the ULAS allocation plan to 

Administrative Case No. 32E4 and clarified the scope of the 

remaining issues. On March 30, 1989, public rehearing was held to 

permit the presentation of evidence and the crosm-examination of 

witnesses. On April 14, 1989, the Transcript of Evidence was 

filed. 

Post rehearing briefs were filed as follows: 

1. Rehearing Brief of the Attorney General, filed on April 

28, 1989. 

2. Rehearing Brief of AmeriCall, filed on May 2, 1989. 

3. Rehearing Brief of ATCT, filed on May 2, 1989. 

4. Rehearing Brief of LDDS, filed on May 2, 1989. 

5. Rehearing Brief of South Central Bell, filed on May 2, 

1989. 

6. Rehearing Brief of MCI, filed on May 3, 1989. 

US Sprint did not file a post rehearing brief. 

Poet rehearing reply briefs were filed as followet 

1. Rehearing Reply Brief of ATCT, filed on May 9, 1989. 

2. Rehearing Reply Brief of LDDS, filed on May 12, 1989. 

3. Rehearing Reply Brief of MCI, filed on May 15, 1989. 

AmeriCall, the Attorney General, South Central Bell, and US 

Sprint did not file post rehearing reply briefs. 

Administrative Case No. 328, Investigation Into Whether WATS 
Reeellers Should be Included in the ULAS Allocation Proces6. 
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~ l l  information sought by the Commission and the parties 

through written interrogatories and oral requests at rehearing has 

been filed. 

DISCUSSION 

Private Line Services 

In the Order of September 29, 1988, the Commission decided 

that private line services should be included in the ULAS 

allocation plan. The Commission reasoned that: 

Including private line services in the ULAS allocation 
process should minimiee any incentive to migrate 
customers from switched to private line services. At 
the same time, it should minimize any stranded plant 
investment that might be created as a result of such 
customer migration. Finally: it recognizes that private 
line rervicer can contribute to non-traffic sensitive 
oort to the extent that they terminate in customer 
premires equipment ca able of leaking traffic into the 

The parties are divided on the decision to include private 

line services in the ULAS allocation plan and the related adoption 

of a surrogate measure of private line usage. AmeriCall, the 

Attorney General, LDDS, and South Central Bell support the 

decision. These parties generally agree with the Commission's 

concerns about customer migration, stranded plant investment, and 

non-traffic sensitive cost. AT&TI MCI: and US Sprint oppose the 

decision. These parties generally contend that the Commission's 

concerns are unfounded and that, in any event: the administrative 

burdens of managing a ULAS allocation plan that includes private 

line services outweigh the public benefit. 

local switched network. s 

Administrative Case No. 311: Order dated September 29, 1988, 
page 24. 
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On the issue of customer migration, AmeriCall postulates that 

private line services tend to be used by large customers. 

Therefore, under a ULAS plan that does not include private line 

services, if large customers migrate from switched services to 

private line services, then small customers will be responsible 

for the ULAS revenue requirement .6 Also, AmeriCall observes that 

under a ULAS allocation plan that does not include private line 

services, "migration of customers from the switched network to 

private line will allow carriers to lower their own ULAS bills 

while raising their competitors' bills. n7 AmeriCall concludes 

that private line services should be included in the ULAS 

allocation plan to assure that carriers subject to ULAS charges 

pay their "fair share' of the ULAS revenue requirement and to 

assure that "large customers of carriers will not have a free ride 

on the backs of small customers."8 

In other areas, AmeriCall indicates that customer migration 

from switched services to private line services can result in 

stranded plant investment and argues that "administrative burdens 

are part of the cost of doing business and are not a sufficient 

reason to exempt large customers from ULAS."9 

The Attorney General argues that no studies or other 

compelling evidence was produced on rehearing to 'demonstrate that 

Rehearing Brief of AmeriCall, page 3. g., Transcript of 
Evidence, pages 42-45 and 61-62. 

Rehearing Brief of AmeriCall, page 4. 

Ibid. 

Ibid page 5. 
- 
-* 
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the Commission's concern about stranded invertment war 

unfounded. Itlo Also, because private line services represent a 

small proportion of each carrier's total business relative to the 

resources available to them, the Attorney Qsneral contends that 

the administrative burdens argument Ilia a rheep in wolf's 

clothing."'' Third, the Attorney General cites the testimony of 
several witnesses to support the conclusion that private line 

services can contribute to non-traffic sensitive cost.12 Lastly, 

the Attorney General argues that: 

, . . the primary reason the interexchange carriers want 
private line uncovered is that b migrating customers 
off 
simultaneously reducf3 its own expense while raising 
competitor's expense. 

the switched network each carr 1 er could continue to 

LDDS contends that including private line service8 in the 

ULAS allocation plan "provides an appropriate method to help 

minimize cuatomer migration from switched to private line 

services. Also, including private line services in the ULAS 

allocation plan will permit the recovery of non-traffic aensitive 
cost from "leaky" private branch exchanges. 15 

10 Rehearing Brief of the Attorney General, page 3. g., 
Transcript of Evidence, pages 83-84. 

l1 Rehearing Brief of the Attorney General, page 4. cf., 
Transcript of Evidence, pages 61 and 77. 

Rehearing Brief of the Attorney General, page 4. E., 
Transcript of Evidence, pages 72-73, 87, and 130-131. 
Rehearing Brief of the Attorney General, pages 5-6. 

Prefiled Testimony of Terrence M. Peck, page 12. 

Ibid., page 13. cf., Transcript of Evidence, pagee 112-113 and 
r a n d  Rehearing Brief of LDDS, pages 7-9. 

13 

l4 

l5 
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In large part, LDDS's argument is based on the concept of 

network optimization. 16 Essentially, the theory is that 

telecommunications consumers will design their networks to take 

advantage of least cost routing and transmission alternatives. 

Accordingly, LDDS argues that a ULAS allocation plan that does not 

include private line services will exacerbate price differentials 

relative to switched services and encourage '#networking solutions 

more and more reliant on private line components. 1117 

In prefiled testimony, South Central Bell argued that private 

line services should be included in the ULAS allocation plan: 

. . . assuming that the Commission wishes to continue 
applying ULAS charges to service bypass facilities. 
Consistent with the Commission's intent to minimize the 
incentive for customer migration from switched to 
private line services (i.e., bypass of the local 
switched network), it is necessary to include such 
non-measured services. . . Additionally, such services 
should be included in the allocator because they 
contribute to non-traffic sensitive costs as a result of 
their capability of leaking traffic into the local 
network. Exclusion of private line services ignores 
this market segment and could potentially encptfrage this 
type of bypass of the local switched network. 

At the same time, South Central Bell observed that "the only 

reason to exclude such services is a conclusion that the 

administrative burdens outweigh the benefits of inclusion. t'lg 

Furthermore, and significantly: 

l6 Transcript of Evidence, pages 96 and 134-135 and Rehearing 
Brief of LDDS, pages 4-7. 

Rehearing Brief of LDDS, page 9. 

Prefiled Testimony of Margaret K. Thompson, pages 2-3. E., 
Transcript of Evidence, page 143 and Rehearing Brief of South 
Central Bell, pages 3-4. 

Prefiled Testimony of Margaret K. Thompson, page 3. l9 
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, . South Central Be11 ham had conridorrblo OX orionao 

disagree with the evidence proronted by tho 
interexchange carriers that adminirtrative difficultier 
are inherent with the use of a surrogato bared on 
private lines. The Commission must conrider whethor tho 
alleviation of administrative burdenr rupportr a change 
in the Commission's methodology for the rharing of 
non-traff$g sensitive costr among tho intorexahango 
carriers . 
In contrast to the positions discussed above, ATLT contends 

that the Commission's reasons for including private lino rorviaor 

in the ULAS allocation plan are unfounded. Firrt, ATCT aontondr 

that customer migration from switched rervicer to private lino 
services will not affect ULAS revenue requirement or the amount of 

revenues paid to the local exchange carriers) no carrier mubjeat 
to ULAS charges has expressed concern about tho posrible 

manipulation of ULAS allocations through a deliberate rtratogy of 

customer migration1 customer migration rerultr from rational 

business choices that cannot be externally imporedt and a 

deliberate strategy of customer migration ir unlikely because 

switched services are more profitable than private line 

services. 21 ~ l e o ,  ATLT contends that curtomer migration from 

switched services to private line services will not 08UIe rtrrnded 

plant investment because the local loop portion of plant 

investment can be used to provide either switohrd rervlarn or 

private line services and the central office portion of plant 

in administering the exirting ULAB tariff. It a 001 not 

2o Rehearing Brief of South Central Bell, pa90 4. Cf., 
Transcript of Evidence, pager 11-12, 14-16, 76-77, 128-n9, 
and 135-136. 

Rehearing Brief of ATLT, pages 4-6. 21 
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inveatment would be available to accommodate growth in switched 

services, 2 2  Third, ATcT contende that exieting interatate and 

intrartate private line ourchargee providr a mufficient 

contribution toward non-traffic sensitive coet recovrry. 23 

Finally, ATCT contende that including private line services in the 

ULAB allocation plan will perpetuate adminietrative burdene 
aseociated with the past channel count allocation methodology. 24 

MCI contende that the decision to include private line 

services in the ULAB allocation plan is not aupported by the 

record of evidencez5 and will perpetuate adminirtrative burdens 
aesociated with the past channel count allocation methodology. 26 

US Sprint arguee that including private line services in the 

ULAB allocation plan ia not conairtent with the intent of ULAB, in 

that ULAS is intended to recover non-traffic eenoitive coet and no 

non-traffic rensitive coat ia aaeociated with private line 

rervicer. 27 Aloo, US Sprint ar9ues that it ie mathematically 

unnecessary, in that the ratios of private line usage among the 

carrierr aubject to ULAS chargee may be constant and, in any 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

~ 

- 1bid.i pages 6-7. 

- Ibid., pager 7-8. 

- Ibid., pager 9-11, Cf., Prefiled Testimony of L.G. Bather, 
pages 4-5 and Tranacriprof Evidence, pages 11-16. 

Rehearing Brief of MCI, pagee 3-6. 

Ibid.8 pagee 6-8. Cf., Prefiled Teatimony of Loren D. 
Burnett, pagee 3-4 and Eanecript of Evidence, pagee 76-77. 

Profiled Te6tfmOny of Tony H. Key, pages 6-7. 

- 
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event, deviations from the average would lead to improper rewards 

and punishments in the form of lower than average or higher than 

average ULAS charges as a result of a carrier's relative mix of 
private lines vis-a-vis other carriers. Third, US Sprint argues 

that it is inefficient, in that it distorts rational economic 

decisions to use private line uervices. 29 Finally, US sprint 

argues that including private line services in the ULAS allocation 

plan will perpetuate administrative burdens associated with the 

past channel count allocation methodology. 30 

The Commission's concern that customer migration from 

switched services to private line services could result from a 

ULAS allocation plan that does not include private line aervices 

has been eased on rehearing. In particular, ATbT's arguments have 

been persuasive. Mr. Bather summarized ATCT's position as 

followsr 

I submit the requiring of a private line surrogate is 
not necessary to address the concerns of bypass nor will 
it impact customer movement. I would like to make three 
points in this regard. First, terminating minutes of 
use is, for all practical purposes, if you would, 
non-bypassable. This i s  particularly true when you 
count terminating minutes of use to include originating 
800 type traffic as was agreed to in the previous 
hearing. Second, the terminating minute of use count 
allocation method will not create any migration of 
customers to private line services. Private line 
services are designed to meet specific customer needs. 
They meet the needs of customers that have demands of 
large amounts of communications between specific 

28 Ibid., pages 7-9. 

29 Ibid., pages 9-12. 

30 w., pages 12-13. 

- 
- 
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curtomer location.. Private line merviora do not give 
the aurtomrr the ability to rraah any telrphono within 

Conre uently, they are not dirratl 
rubmtitutable for rw tahed errviae and migration woul 
not be tho rerult. Third, it rhould br noted that the 
inalurion of private line rurrogater dorm not in any way 
impact the amount of dollarr that will flow to rupport 
loaal rerviae from toll rrrviaer. It will not impaat in 
any manner the amount of rrvrnue that flowr to any 
individual loaal exchange aompan . Tho dollars that 
eaah loaal exahange aompany will rraeivr from thir 
proaers is a fixed amount ret by the Commirrion Order. 
It i r  unafteatrd b the alloartion mrthod. I f  thore i m  
any 
verrur another, it would br a problem between the 
interexahango aarrierr and how we aro Im acted vrrrur 
one another. 
thore of urn who are going to ay the bill fro1 that the 

method an8 unanimougp opporr inolurion of a private 
line rurrogate aount. 

Also, the C~mmirrion~r conaernr about otranded plrrnt 

investment and non-traffia renritivr oort have been rarod on 
rehearing. Am above, AT&T'r argumrntr have bran perruarive. Both 

concernr were premired on the arrumptlon of aurtomer migration 
from switched rerviaer to private line rerviaer. To the extent 

that customer migration doer not oaaur, rtranded plant invertment 

will not oaaur. Moreover, armurnin9 curtomrr migration, rtranded 

plant investment would not be rignlficant becaurr the local loop 

portion of plant investment can br used to provide either rwitchrd 

services or private linr rerviaer and the oentral offiao portion 
of plant inveetment would be available to acaommodate growth ln 

x P the atate. 

advantage or x iradvantagr to one alloartion mrthod 
In thir regard it rhould E r noted that 

terminatin minute of ume P a a roaronable allocation 

~ ~~ 

31 Transcript of Evidence, pager 12-14, 
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switched eervicee. To the extent that customer migration does not 

occur, non-traffic eeneitive cost will not be affected. Moreover, 

exirtin9 interstate and intraetate surcharges provide a 

contribution to non-traffic sensitive recovery. 

The Commieeion agrees that switched eervicee and private line 

services are not pure substitutes for one another. At the eame 

time, switched services and private line services are price 

cross-elastic. These conditions ehould mitigate a deliberate 

etrategy of customer migration. The former condition should act 

as a constraint because cuetomere that require switched eervicee 

cannot be compelled to uee private line eervicee. Neither can 

customers that require private line services be compelled to uee 

switched eervicee. The latter condition should act a8 a 

Constraint because switched eervicee are more profitable than 

private line services, and a carrier's interest in cuetomer 

migration muet be balanced againet its desire to maximize profits. 

Apart from their other argumente, ATLT, MCI, and US Sprint 

all agree that including private line eervicee in the ULAS 

allocation plan would perpetuate adminietrative burdene aeeociated 

with the past channel count allocation methodology. Also, South 

Central Bell, the ULAS tariff administrator, admits that including 

private line services in the ULAS allocation plan would poee 

administrative burdens. The Comiaeion wishes to avoid 

administrative burdens to the maximum extent poeeible consistent 

with eound regulatory practice. 

On rehearing, the Commiesion is persuaded that the 

administrative burdene of including private line servicee in the 
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ULAS allocation plan outweigh the public benefit. Therefore, the 

Commission will exempt private line services. At the same time, 

the Commission will monitor events to ensure that carriers subject 

to ULAS charges do not attempt to manipulate the ULAS allocation 

plan through customer migration from switched services to private 

line services. Evidence of a deliberate strategy of customer 

migration shall be taken as cause to reconsider the exemption of 

private line services. 

Billing Frequency 

In the Order of September 29, 1988, the Commission concluded 

that current ULAS billing procedures should not be modified. 

Under current procedures ULAS bills are rendered monthly. Carrier 

ULAS usage reports are filed quarterly and ULAS charges are 

computed quarterly. Although the record in this investigation 

generally refers to billing frequency, the issue is whether ULAS 
charges should be computed on a monthly or quarterly basis. 32 

AT&T and South Central Bell are the only parties that 

commented on the issue of ULAS billing frequency. ATCT contends 

that ULAS chargee should be computed and billed on a monthly 

basis. According to ATcT, Vlonthly billing will more closely 

reflect each carrier's proper proportion of ULAS given today's 

ever changing market Also, ATLT suggests two alternatives to 

rating and billing ULAS charges.34 First, each local exchange 

32 

33 

34 

g., Transcript of Evidence, pages 146-147. 
Prefiled Testimony of L.G. blather, page 9. 

- Ibid., pages 10-11 and Rehearing Brief of AT&T, pages 11-13. 
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carrier would determine each interexchange carrier's percentage of 

total terminating switched access minutes of use billed in its 

service area during a month, including adjustments for discounted 

minutes of use, and apply each interexchange carrier's usage 

percentage to one-twelfth of its authorized ULAS revenue 

requirement. In outline, this approach is similar to existing 

procedures, except that channel counts rather than terminating 

rwitched access minutes of use are used to compute ULAS chargeel 

each local exchange carrier rather than a pool administrator would 

compute ULAS charges; and ULAS chargee would be computed on a 

monthly rather than a quarterly basis. Second, based on usage 

forecasts, each local exchange carrier would develop a per minute 
of use ULAS rate, The ULAS rate would apply in addition to 

terminating carrier common line charges and would require periodic 

true-ups to ensure that authorized ULAS revenue requirements were 

not over- or under-recovered. This approach is similar to an 

approach suggested by South Central Bell during the hearing phase 

of this investigation. The Commission rejected South Central 

Bell's approach and declined to consider further evidence on the 

approach on rehearing. 
South Central Bell argues that since the Commission declined 

to treat ULAS charges as a carrier comaion line rate additive, "the 

ULAS allocation period should remain on a quarterly 

35 Rehearing Brief of South Central Bell, page 4. - Cf., 
Transcript of Evidence, pages 145-147. 
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The Commission will reject ATcT's recommendations on billing 

procedures. The former recommendation must be rejected because it 

is administratively more complex than existing procedurer. For 

example, at worst, it could result in 21 separate ULAS tariffs 

rather than a uniform statewide tariff. Also, it would require 

interexchange carriers to interface with and provide market 

sensitive information to 21 local exchange carriers as opposed to 

one ULAS pool administrator. The latter recommendation must be 
rejected becaure it is not consirtent with the Commirrion's often 

and clearly 8tated intent to shift carrier common line revenue 

requirement to ULAS and recover non-traffic sensitive cost on a 

flat rate basis. 

As indicated above, in the Order of September 29, 1988, the 

Commission concluded that current ULAS billing procedures should 

not be modified. The Commission reasoned that computing ULAS 

charges on a quarterly basis "should be administratively simpler 

than a monthly billing period and may also reduce the effects of 

traffic volatility and changes in market share.Be36 Neither ATLT 

nor the other parties have presented any compelling evidence to 

change this decision at this time. However, at the conclusion of 

the still pending formal conference in this investigation, the 

Commission may modify the cycle of carrier ULAS usage reports and 

ULAS charges determination in order to minimize "real time" 

36 Administrative Case No. 311, Order dated September 29, 1988, 
page 34. 
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billing lag, provided that the Commission's concerns about traffic 

volatility and short-term changes in market share can be 

alleviated. This matter will be considered along with the need 

for "out-of-periodtt adjustments to carrier ULAS usage rep0rts.j' 

As a result of the decision on rehearing to exempt private 

line services from the ULAS allocation plan, the carrier ULAS 

usage report format must be changed as specified in Appendix A. 

Finally, the Commission wishes to clarify a point. On 

rehearing, various parties evidently thought the Commission 

intended to reconsider the need for a ULAS pool administrator and 

the filing of carrier ULAS usage reports, 38 This is not the case. 

The Commission fully intends that South Central Bell will continue 

to act as the ULAS pool administrator and that carriers subject to 

ULAS charges will continue to file usage reports with the pool 

administrator. 

Joint Motions39 

On August 12, 1988, AT&T and MCI filed a joint motion moving 

the Commission to accept a written Settlement Agreement. The 

j7 - Ibid., pages 34-35. CJ., Prefiled Testimony of L.G. Sather, 
page 9. 

38 

39 
Transcript of Evidence, pages 49-51 and 92. 

There was some confusion concerning the joint motions filed in 
this investigtion. See Transcript of Evidence, pages 24-27 
and 125-126. Although different in content, the joint motions 
were generally directed toward the same purpose: i.e., 
exemption of private line services from the ULAS allocation 
plan. 
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Settlement Agreement was contingent on the Commission adopting 

terminating switched access minutes of use as the basis of the 

ULAS allocation plan, effective December 3, 1987. Also, MCI 

agreed to withdraw its request for a ULAS audit and ATCT and MCI 

agreed to move the Commission to dismiss Administrative Case NO. 

316.40 Furthermore, MCI agreed to withdraw civil action8 pending 

in Franklin Circuit Court.'l 

In the Order of September 29, 1988, the Commission granted 

the joint motion. Terminating switched access minutes of use was 

adopted as the basis of the ULAS allocation plan, effective 

December 3, 1987, and South Central Bell was ordered to make 

necessary ULAS tariff changes. However, on rehearing, AT&T and 

MCI contended that including private line service8 in the ULAS 

allocation plan was inconsistent with the joint motion and 

Settlement Agreement.lZ 

On February 17, 1989, AT&T, MCI, and US Sprint filed a joint 

motion moving the Commission to enter an Order exempting private 

line services from the ULAS allocation plan, among other things. 

On March 23, 1989, the Commission entered an Order granting the 

joint motion in part and denying it in part, but proceeding to 

40 Administrative Case No. 316, An Audit of Universal Local 
Access Service Channel Reports. 

41 MCI Telecommunications Corporation v. Public Service 
Commission, Civil Act ion- an MCI Tele- 
communications Corporation v. Public Service Commission, 
et al., Civil Action No. 87-CI-0634. 

42 Prefiled Testimony of L.G. Sather, pages 3-4; Prefiled 
Testimony of Loren D. Burnett, pages 2-3; Transcript of 
Evidence, pages 10-12; Rehearing Brief of AT&T, pages 9-11; 
and Rehearing Brief of MCI, pages 1-3. 
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rehearing on 

ULAS allocation plan. 

the issue of including private line aervicea in the 

Without discussing the merite of whether including private 

line nervices in the ULAS allocation plan was inconsistent with 

the joint motion of August 12, 1988, the Commiemion's decision on 

rehearing renders the matter moot, as private line services have 

been exempted from the ULAS allocation plan. 

Formal Conference 

In the Order of September 29, 1988, the Commission deferred 

certain teohnical imnuer to a formal conference. Theme immuee 

were1 

1. The determination of which private line services should 

be included in the ULAS allocation plan and which private line 

services should not be included in the ULAS allocation plan.43 

The Commiseion's decision on rehearing to exempt private line 

servioes Prom the ULAS allocation plan renders moot any further 

considmration of this inrue. 

2. The selection of a surrogate measure of private line 

usage. 44  As above, the Commission's decision on rehearing to 

exempt private line services from the ULAS allocation plan renders 

moot any further consideration of this issue. 

43 Administrative Case No. 311, Order dated September 29, 1988, 

44  

pages 24-25. 

-* Ibid ' pages 25-26. 
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3. The implementation of the non-premium accrrr dircount in 
the ULAS allocation plan.45 

4. The definition of mearurrment of terminating rwitched 
46 access minutes of use. 

5. ULAB reporting proardurro and That i r r  the 

need for out-of-period adjUrtmrnt8 to carrier ULAB uragr rrportr 
and the cycle of carrier ULAS usage rrportr and ULAS aharger 

determination. 

In each instance, the Conunirsion provided rpeaiSic 

suggestions to be considered at the formal conference. Also, the 

Commission advised the partier that other irruer related to ULAS 
tariff requirements and implamentation guidrlinrr could be added 

to the formal conference agenda as appropriate. Finally, the 

Commiesion advised the parties that it anticipated recommendations 

consistent with its decisionr and ruggertionr and advised its 

Staff to file a report on the formal confrrrnae, whiahi 
. . . should specifically include the rationale for any 
deviations from the technical auggertionr contained in 
the Order, all areas of disagreement among the parties 
that reguire rerolution by $Be Commirsion, and 
recommended decisions as necerrary. 

45 -' Ibid page 28. 

46 Ibid., pages 30-31. 

47 - Ibid., pages 34-35. Also, thir Order, pager xxx. 

48 Administrative Case NO. 311, Order dated September 29, 1988, 

- 

page 36. 
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In order to facilitate dirCU88iOn at the formal conference, 

the Commission required South Central Bell to file ULAS tariff 
changes consistent with its decisions and technical suggestions. 

However, upon granting motions for rehearing, the Commission 

stayed the tariff filing requirement, pending a decision on 
rehearing. Accordingly, the Commission will require South Central 

Boll to file ULAS tariff change8 conrirtent with thir Order and 

the Order of September 19, 1988. The Comirrion will rchedule a 

formal conference at a later time. 

FINDINGS AND ORDERS 

The Commission, having conridered the evidence of record and 

being eufficiently advised, is of the opinion and finds that1 

1. Private line service8 should be exempt from the ULAS 

allocation plan. 

2. ULAS billing procedures should not be modified, except 

for the carrier ULAS usage report as specified in Appendix A, 

attached hereto and incorporated herein. 

3. Within 10 days of the date of thie Order, South Central 

Bell ehould file ULAS tariff changes consistent with the decisfone 

and technical suggestions contained in thir Order and the Order of 

September 29, 1988. 

4. As ordered on September 29, 1988, intrastate terminating 

switched access minutee of use shall be used to allocate ULAS 

revenue requirement, effective December 3, 1987. 

Accordingly, the above finding6 are BEREBY ORDERED. 
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Done a t  Frankfort ,  Kentucky, th ir  29th day of Augut, 1989. 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
A 

ATTEST I 

Execut ive  D i r e c t o r  



APPENDIX A 

APPENDIX Iy) AN ORDER OF TXE PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMIS8ION IN ADNIN. CASE NO. 311 DATED 

August 29, 1989 

Each carrier's terminating accerr minuter will be calculated an 
followrr 

Ml - terminating intrartate premium rwitched accerr minuter 
M2 - terminating total KY nonpremium rwitched accerr minuter 
M3 - originating intrartate premium 8witCh.d accerr minutes 
M4 - originating total KY nonpremium rwitched accerr minuter 
H5 - intrartate interLATA curtomer billed minuter 
M6 - intrartate intraLATA curtomer billed minuter 
P percent interrtate urage (PIU), fractional form - ratio of originating intrartate 

nonpremium switched accers minuter 
to total intrartate rwitched accers 

A -f@M!i=n 
minuter 

B - M5 ratio of intertATA curtomer billed 

billed minuter 

minuter 

FiFrKx minuteo to total intrastate auotomer 

C - (1-P)M2 t M1 - terminating intrartate rwitched access 
ABC 

(1-A)BC - intertATA terminating minuter not eligible for 
discount 

(1-B)C - intraLATA terminating minuter 
- interUTA terminating minuteo eligible for discount 

T - .45ABC t (1-A)BC t(1-B)C - (1-.55AB)C 


